In the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.; American Psychiatric Association, 2013) personality disorder trait model, maladaptive behavior is located at one end of continuous scales. Widiger and colleagues, however, have argued that maladaptive behavior exists at both ends of trait continua. We propose that the role of evaluative variance differentiates these two perspectives and that once evaluation is isolated, maladaptive behaviors emerge at both ends of nonevaluative trait dimensions. In Study 1, we argue that evaluative variance is worthwhile to measure separately from descriptive content because it clusters items by valence regardless of content (e.g., lazy and workaholic; apathetic and anxious; gullible and paranoid; timid and hostile, etc.), which is unlikely to describe a consistent behavioral style. We isolate evaluation statistically (Study 2) and at the time of measurement (Study 3) to show that factors unrelated to valence evidence maladaptive behavior at both ends. We argue that nonevaluative factors, which display maladaptive behavior at both ends of continua, may better approximate ways in which individuals actually behave.
The Diagnostic Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.; DSM-5; American Psychiatric Association [APA] , 2013) personality disorder (PD) trait model encompasses five dimensions, labeled negative affectivity (NA), detachment, antagonism, disinhibition versus compulsivity, and psychoticism. Although the DSM-5 acknowledged that the opposite ends "may not be adaptive in all circumstances (e.g., individuals who, due to extreme kindheartedness, repeatedly allow themselves to be taken advantage of by unscrupulous others)" (APA, 2013, p. 773 ), the trait model primarily "focuses on personality traits associated with psychopathology" (APA, 2013, p. 773) ; that is, the traits represent the maladaptive extremes of normally distributed continua, and the opposite extremes are generally adaptive. For example, the opposite of NA is emotional stability, the opposite of antagonism is agreeableness, and the opposite of detachment is positive affectivity (PA), none of which generally relates to problem behaviors (Krueger, Derringer, Markon, Watson, & Skodol, 2012) .
A unipolar perspective of personality pathology has been criticized by Widiger (2011a Widiger ( , 2011b , who argued that maladaptive behaviors exist at both extremes of the DSM-5 dimensions. For example, according to Widiger, the opposite of antagonismincluding traits such as gullibility-should also be included in the DSM-5 model. The opposite of NA purportedly indexes psychopathic fearlessness (Widiger, 2011a) , which is only partially represented in the DSM-5 by restricted affectivity, and the opposite of detachment pertains to admiration seeking (Widiger, 2011a) , whereas the DSM-5 model names extraversion as its other end and places "attention seeking" under the broader trait of antagonism (APA, 2013) .
We suggest that the primary reason for these different perspectives on whether only one or both poles of personality traits are maladaptive is that the importance of evaluative variance, which involves the tendency for items of similar valence to covary regardless of descriptive content, is not being taken into account sufficiently. In this article, we hypothesize that traits will evidence maladaptive descriptors at both ends of continua after evaluative variance is isolated.
Evaluative and Descriptive Variance
We suggest there are (at least) two unrelated sources underlying responses to personality pathology items. The first involves a tendency to endorse items on the basis of their perceived valence (i.e., positive or negative). For example, individuals with a negative self-concept are prone to endorse all items that appear to tap negatively evaluated constructs, regardless of their descriptive content. This variance comprises the first principal component of self-reported personality data (Edwards, 1970; Edwards & Diers, 1962) , or the so-called general factor (Musek, 2007; Pettersson, Turkheimer, Horn, & Menatti, 2012; Rushton & Irwing, 2009 ). Second, participants endorse items on the basis of their descriptive content, which presumably maps onto their overt behavioral tendencies. Edwards (1969) demonstrated that individuals respond to items in these two ways by administering a set of items balanced for evaluation and description. The sets consisted of quadruplets of items, with two items tapping the low end of a trait, one negatively and one positively evaluated, and two items tapping the high end of a trait, also matched for negative and positive evaluation (Peabody, 1967) . For example, one quadruplet consisted of selfdisparaging (low trait, negatively evaluated), modest (low trait, positively evaluated), confident (high trait, positively evaluated), and conceited (high trait, negatively evaluated). A principal component analysis of self-reported responses to these items demonstrated that the first component clustered items by valence, not description. If we were to accept this dimension as a window into a consistent behavioral style, then people scoring low on this dimension would act both timid and rash, tense and lethargic, self-disparaging and conceited, grim and frivolous, secretive and indiscreet, distrustful and gullible, self-righteous and immoral, and so forth (Edwards, 1969) .
Although the first principal component does not appear to tap the descriptive content of the items, it has predictive validity. Hopwood et al. (2011) demonstrated that it accounted for much more variance in outcomes 2 and 4 years later compared with traits from which evaluative variance had been removed. However, the evaluative factor is rarely measured separately; rather, it tends to be dispersed in unknown quantities across all traits. Yet a fundamental assumption of self-report measurement is that individuals respond to items in a way that is consistent with their average behavioral tendencies, but to the extent that items are meshed with evaluative variance, it is difficult to know the primary reason for endorsement. Perhaps the item's content genuinely reflects an individual's behavioral style, but endorsement might also index an underlying tendency to affirm (or deny) items of similar valence irrespective of content. Therefore, we suggest there is merit in measuring evaluative variance separately from descriptive variance (cf. Hopwood et al., 2011; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; Saucier, 1994; Tellegen et al., 2003) .
Unipolar Versus Bipolar Personality Pathology Traits
Because there is a trend in personality to consider one end of a given trait as positively evaluated and the other as negatively evaluated, scale development usually follows that maxim (e.g., Krueger et al., 2012) . For example, in the five-factor model (FFM), markers of high Conscientiousness (C) are usually positively evaluated (e.g., organized, responsible, and reliable), whereas low C markers are usually negatively evaluated (e.g., disorganized, irresponsible, and undependable; Goldberg, 1992) . Agreeableness (A; e.g., rude vs. polite), Extraversion (E; e.g., energetic vs. unenergetic), and Neuroticism (N; e.g., nervous vs. calm) usually follow the same pattern. When an evaluatively unbalanced set of descriptors such as the Big Five adjectival markers (Goldberg, 1992 ) is subjected to a simple structure rotation algorithm, the resulting factors almost invariably end up contrasting positive versus negative descriptors (Goldberg, 1992) . This occurs because much of the variance comes from the evaluative rather than content part of the items. In other words, there are larger differences in responses between words of positive versus negative valence than among words of similar valence (Edwards, 1970; Hopwood et al., 2011) . As a consequence, after rotation to simple structure, neuroticism, disagreeableness, and so on, all appear as undesirable traits.
In recent years, Widiger and colleagues (Haigler & Widiger, 2001; Lowe, Edmundson, & Widiger, 2009; Lynam et al., 2011; Samuel & Widiger, 2011; Widiger, Lynam, Miller, & Oltmanns, 2012) have developed a solution to this problem, which involves writing maladaptive markers that describe otherwise desirable traits. That is, Big Five items that are designed to measure the positively evaluated end of traits, such as A and C, are modified to assess their excessive and maladjusted extremes, such as dependency and workaholism, respectively. For example, the Big Five C item "I think things through before coming to a decision" was changed to "I think things through too much before coming to a decision." The Big Five A item "I believe that most people are basically well-intentioned" was altered to "I tend to be gullible regarding the intentions of others" (Haigler & Widiger, 2001) . By design, then, both extremes of traits tap maladaptive behavior. Widiger and colleagues demonstrated that scales based on such items tend to generate more discriminating overlap with PDs than do standard FFM measures. When a standard FFM inventory was related to self-reported PD scales among a sample of psychiatric outpatients, N correlated positively with all five PDs examined (schizotypal, antisocial, avoidant, dependent, and obsessivecompulsive) . E and C correlated negatively with four of the five disorders (E was unrelated to antisocial PD and C was unrelated to obsessive-compulsive PD). When the rewritten FFM items were related to the PD scales, however, N correlated significantly positively only with dependent and avoidant PDs (M rs ϭ .29 and .23, respectively), E correlated positively with antisocial PD (M r ϭ .39), and C evidenced strong positive relations with obsessivecompulsive PD (M r ϭ .63; Haigler & Widiger, 2001) .
In a follow-up study, Lowe et al. (2009) noted that the hypothesized relation between high A and dependent PD rarely emerged when measured with typical FFM items. Therefore, they administered rewritten items tapping excessive and maladaptive A along with a host of dependency self-report scales to college students and women involved in a substance-dependence treatment program. The regular A items correlated close to zero with the dependency This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
scales, whereas the maladaptive A items correlated positively at medium to strong effect sizes (Lowe et al., 2009) . Similar results emerged between rewritten FFM items tapping maladaptive C and obsessive-compulsive PD (Samuel & Widiger, 2011) as well as between maladaptive emotional stability and antisocial PD (Lynam et al., 2011) . In our view, Widiger's (Haigler & Widiger, 2001; Lowe et al., 2009 ) approach of developing items to assess the maladaptive end of traits usually considered to exhibit adaptive properties (e.g., emotional stability, agreeableness) essentially controls for evaluation because the response options are equated in terms of social desirability. For example, when participants are confronted with two items tapping the opposite ends of neuroticism (e.g., "I am calm" vs. "I am anxious"), one end is more desirable than the other. However, when items are balanced in terms of social desirability (e.g., "I am apathetic" vs. "I am anxious"), responses are less likely to be influenced by evaluation.
Project Aims
In this project, we examine whether the evaluative dimension of personality pathology describes a consistent behavioral style (cf. Edwards, 1969) . We hypothesize that once evaluation is isolated, the remaining nonevaluative dimensions will evidence maladaptive markers at both ends of their continua (cf. Haigler & Widiger, 2001) . We tested this hypothesis by isolating evaluation (a) through a statistical method and (b) through a new measurement technique. We predict that traits that are unrelated to the evaluation dimension will include both positively and negatively evaluated markers at both ends of factors (i.e., trait continua with bipolar maladaptivity).
Study 1
Our aim in Study 1 was to replicate and extend Edwards's (1969) finding by demonstrating that the first principal component of personality pathology markers sorts items by valence regardless of descriptive content. All analyses were conducted in R (R Development Core Team, 2012) . Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted using the psych package (Revelle, 2012) , and rotations were explored with the GPArotation package (Bernaards & Jennrich, 2005) .
Method
Participants. Primary participants. Participants consisted of 1,285 individuals enrolled in introductory psychology classes who self-reported on 154 personality pathology markers (described below). Individuals with 100 or more missing data points (n ϭ 77; 6%) were removed before analyses were conducted, leaving 1,208 participants. The mean age was 18.6 years (SD ϭ 1.2); 641 were women, 320 were men, and 247 did not report gender. Ethnically, 627 identified as European American, 153 as Asian, 104 as biracial, 52 as African American, 21 as Hispanic, and 7 as Middle Eastern; 238 did not report ethnicity. Participants completed the ratings online and were not required to finish the study in one sitting.
Secondary participants. A separate group of 40 individuals, also enrolled in introductory psychology classes, were presented with the 154 personality pathology markers and asked to indicate the extent to which it was a desirable characteristic for someone else to exhibit, using a scale ranging from 1 (very undesirable) to 7 (very desirable). Participants were presented with one item at a time, completed the ratings online, and were not required to finish the study in one sitting. To minimize rater fatigue, we had each participant rate a random subset of 125 items. On average, each item was rated by 24.6 participants (SD ϭ 3.3; min ϭ 18, max ϭ 34).
Measures. Items were based on the Multisource Assessment of Personality Pathology (MAPP), a research instrument developed for and used in the Peer Nomination Project (Oltmanns & Turkheimer, 2006 Peabody (1967) , for each of the 77 questions, we developed balanced pairs of items of roughly equal valence but opposite meaning, leading to a total of 154 items (we ended up analyzing 152 items because one pair of items was excluded due a technical error). These items are displayed in the supplemental materials in the outer columns of the Sliderbar Inventory (described in greater detail in Study 3). For example, for the MAPP item "does things without thinking, doesn't plan ahead," we wrote the twin items "I get in trouble for doing things without thinking or considering the consequences" and "I am uncomfortable doing anything unless it has been completely planned out." For the MAPP item "has frequent doubts about the loyalty of friends; doesn't trust anyone," we wrote the twin items "I don't trust people because they often have hidden intentions or motivations" and "I'm gullible and often get deceived." The items were administered in randomized order.
Results

Reliability of evaluation ratings.
A random-effects model analysis of variance (Bates, Maechler, & Bolker, 2011) demonstrated that 80% of the variance in evaluation ratings (cf. Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) was accounted for by the social desirability of the items. Given this acceptable interrater reliability coefficient, we computed a mean evaluation index for each item. To facilitate comparison with principal component loadings using the factor congruence coefficient (Wrigley & Neuhaus, 1955) , we computed the factor structure loadings that would produce the mean evaluation ratings as regression-based factor scoring weights using the formula Rb ϭ s, where R equals the item correlation matrix, b the equals the mean evaluation ratings, and s the factor structure associated with those mean evaluation ratings. For clarity, we refer to s as evaluation weights throughout the article.
Evaluation and the balanced PD items. Subsequently, we proceeded to analyze the self-report responses to the 152 items. The first five eigenvalues based on the polychoric correlation matrix were 23. 13, 12.59, 7.82, 6.90, and 4.29 . The congruence coefficient between the loadings on the first principal component and the evaluation weights equaled 1 (cf. Edwards, 1970) . It is worth noting, however, that perfect overlap does not necessarily imply that this vector represents evaluative variance, as it may be that individuals endorsed adaptive markers and denied maladaptive markers because that represents a consistent behavioral style (Heilbrun, 1964) . However, the mean and median loading for the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
negatively evaluated low trait items was .41 and .43, respectively, and the mean and median loading for the negatively evaluated high trait items was .28 and .31, respectively, demonstrating that these items loaded in the same direction, even though they tapped opposite content. For example, "I need to do such a perfect job that nothing ever gets finished" loaded .47 and "I often do a bad job on things because of my lack of focus on details" loaded .47; "I don't trust people because they often have hidden intentions and motivations" loaded .41 and "I'm gullible and often get deceived" loaded .47; and "I don't care to be physically or emotionally close to other people" loaded .39 and "I can be pretty clingy" loaded .50. Thus, this dimension included items of opposite content, suggesting it is an implausible description of a consistent behavioral style.
Discussion
Results demonstrated that valence was the most important way that individuals responded to the opposite PD items. This was manifested by a near-perfect congruence coefficient between the loadings and the evaluation weights. Furthermore, this dimension included items of opposite content as long as they had similar valence. Although one could possibly imagine that individuals with more personality pathology are more inconsistent in their behavior such that, for example, they are clingy at times and at other times they push people away or they alternate between periods of gullibility and suspicion, it seems unlikely that this would invariably be the case, across all different types of trait content. Therefore, this dimension seems to tap a response style geared toward endorsing (or denying) items of similar perceived valence, regardless of content. We suggest there is merit in isolating the evaluative dimension.
Study 2
In Study 2, we isolate evaluative variance statistically from the Schedule for Nonadaptive and Adaptive Personality (SNAP; Clark, 1993) , a self-report personality inventory that assesses traits across the normal-abnormal spectrum. We hypothesized that the remaining descriptive factors (i.e., from which evaluation had been removed) would evidence a greater degree of bipolarity-that is, show maladaptive descriptors at both ends-compared with factors rotated to simple structure in the usual way.
Method
Participants. Primary participants. Participants comprised 8,690 individuals drawn from four populations (Simms, Turkheimer, & Clark, 2007) . Table 1 contains more detail on the various component samples. As no multivariate structural differences have been established between normal and abnormal populations (Livesley, Jackson, & Shroeder, 1992; O'Connor, 2002) , we combined the four different samples and analyzed them together.
Secondary participants. A separate group of 35 participants (M age ϭ 18.2 years; SD ϭ 1; 78% women) enrolled in introductory psychology classes rated the evaluative valence of items on the SNAP in exchange for class credit. They were presented with one item at a time and asked to indicate the extent to which it was a desirable characteristic for someone else to exhibit from 1 (very undesirable) to 7 (very desirable). Participants completed the ratings online and were not required to finish the study in one sitting. To minimize rater fatigue, we had each participant rate a random subset of 125 items.
Measures. The SNAP (Clark, 1993 ) is a factor analytically derived self-report instrument designed to assess traits tapping personality pathology and select Axis I symptomatology that is relevant to personality pathology (e.g., trait anxiety/depressivity) across the full normal-to-abnormal range. It contains 375 truefalse items, which may be combined to generate 15 trait and temperament scales, three of which represent the core facets of the Big Three higher order personality dimensions-NA, PA, and Disinhibition Versus Constraint-and the other 12 of which represent other lower order facets of the Big Three (e.g., Mistrust is a facet of NA, Exhibitionism is a facet of PA, and Impulsivity is a facet of Disinhibition vs. Constraint). SNAP scales have adequate to excellent internal consistency and test-retest reliability (Clark, 1993) and validity relative to other measures of personality and personality pathology (e.g., Eaton, Krueger, South, Simms, & Clark, 2011; Miller, Reynolds, & Pilkonis, 2004; Morey et al., 2012) .
Results
Structure of the SNAP. The first 10 eigenvalues based on the tetrachoric correlation matrix of the 375 SNAP self-report responses were 64.72, 30.92, 19.47, 15.01, 9.62, 8.31, 7.44, 5.62, 5.35, and 4.95 , indicating an elbow after four factors (Cattell, 1966) . These first four vectors accounted for 35% of the variance. A parallel analysis (Horn, 1965; Raiche, 2010) indicated 22 nonrandom factors. Because we were primarily interested in broad factors and because previous research has demonstrated that four factors can adequately explain the covariance among PD criteria (e.g., O'Connor & Dyce, 1998), we opted to extract four factors using EFA with maximumlikelihood estimation.
1 The solution fit relatively well (rootmean-square residual [RMSR] ϭ .04).
Exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation. We first rotated these four dimensions to simple structure using varimax. These orthogonal factors appeared quite similar to those summarized by Widiger and Simonsen (2005) and also are parallel to four of the five DSM-5 trait model domains (APA, 2013), the exception being that psychoticism did not emerge. The top 20 positive and negative loading items are displayed in Table 2 .
The first dimension consisted of items tapping violence and exploitation, volatile temperament, childhood conduct problems, and adult illegal behavior versus behavioral and temperamental control, rationality, and cautiousness. We labeled it antagonism. The second dimension included items pertaining to vulnerability, negative emotionality (e.g., easily upset, nervousness, worrying, guilt) versus high self-esteem, optimism, and confidence in decision making. We labeled it negative emotionality. The third dimension included items relating to sociability, enjoyment, enthusiasm, and satisfaction in life versus interper- 1 We recognize that a larger number of factors may in many instances be desirable, but note that our central argument of the importance of isolating evaluative from descriptive variance does not pertain to the number of extracted factors. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
sonal inhibition, withdrawal, and emotional detachment. We labeled it detachment. The fourth dimension included items tapping low persistence, disorganization, and laziness versus work ethic, endurance, and achievement striving. We labeled it disinhibition. The factor congruence coefficient between the factors and the evaluation weights equaled .76, .89, .54, and .17, respectively. Thus, as hypothesized, these factors evidenced maladaptive unipolarity, although to varying degrees. The first two were strongly unipolar in terms of maladaptive content-undesirable items loaded at one end and desirable items at the other-whereas the third was moderately maladaptively unipolar and the fourth, disinhibition, only minimally so.
Exploratory factor analysis with target rotation to isolate evaluation. To isolate evaluative variance from the above solution, we estimated the reliability of the evaluation ratings of the 375 items using the same multilevel method as in Study 1. Ninetythree percent of the variability in ratings was due to the items, so we calculated a mean desirability value for each item, which we then transformed into evaluation weights using the same method described in Study 1. We then proceeded to isolate evaluation onto a separate factor by rotating one factor to the evaluation regression weights and setting the remaining three orthogonal to this factor using a partially specified target (Bernaards & Jennrich, 2005; Browne, 2001) . After this rotational procedure, the congruence coefficients between the factors and the evaluation regression weights equaled 1.0 for the factor rotated toward evaluation and 0 for the factors set to be orthogonal to this factor. In other words, one factor tapped pure evaluation, whereas the remaining three were unrelated to the valence of the items.
The first factor (see Table 3 ), which was rotated to evaluation, tapped life (dis)satisfaction, negative emotionality (e.g., anxiety, anger) versus control of negative emotions and positive emotionality (enthusiasm, active), and the presence or absence of suicidal ideation and conduct problems. Although this factor is similar to constructs such as NA or antagonism versus PA or agreeableness, we propose that it represents evaluation or negative versus positive valence because (by design) it overlapped perfectly with item evaluation ratings. Furthermore, even though the SNAP was not designed to include matched pairs of opposite items, this dimension contained a few sets of items that were opposite in descriptive content but alike in valence (cf. Edwards, 1969; Pettersson et al., This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
2012), although they were not the strongest loading items that defined the factor. Opposite item pairs included, for example, "work a minimal amount" (loading ϭ Ϫ.42) and "can't finish tasks unless they are perfect" (loading ϭ Ϫ.40), "have no feelings" (loading ϭ Ϫ.53) and "too sensitive" (loading ϭ Ϫ.55), and "dislike when people help me" (loading ϭ Ϫ.45) and "prefer when someone tells me what to do" (loading ϭ Ϫ.44).
The second dimension consisted of negatively evaluated items such as "strong need for approval" (loading ϭ .54) and "frequently worry" (loading ϭ .49) but also of positively evaluated items such as "never in legal trouble" (loading ϭ .43) and "never start fist fights" (loading ϭ .42). At the opposite end, this dimension included "make decisions independently" (loading ϭ -.51) and "things don't bother me much" (loading ϭ Ϫ.41) but also "delinquent as a child" (loading ϭ Ϫ.43) and "have hit people" (loading ϭ Ϫ.38). This factor appears to reflect over-versus underconcern for social conventions-always coloring within the lines, following others' decisions, and worrying that one might have done something inappropriate versus marching to one's own drummer heedless of what anybody else thinks, to the point of flaunting the law. It may reflect what is left of neuroticism/negative affect (N/NA) after the evaluative component is isolated, or the unemotional aspect of Frick and White's (2008) callous-unemotional This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
subtype of conduct disorder. We labeled it internalizing vs. externalizing. The third factor, at one end, consisted of "dislike being in spotlight" (loading ϭ .62) and "keep to self" (loading ϭ .51) but also "lead safe and quiet life" (loading ϭ .42) and "rarely act reckless" (loading ϭ .38). At the other end, this factor consisted of "look out for fun" (loading ϭ Ϫ.70) and "people person" (loading ϭ Ϫ.61) but also "like to show off" (loading ϭ Ϫ.59) and "I am special" (loading ϭ Ϫ.54). This item-level factor analysis appears to reflect a similar detachment factor that emerges when the SNAP's scales are factored in the usual way, including constructs related to positive temperament, exhibitionism, and entitlement (Eaton et al., 2011) . In addition, there were also a substantial number of items tapping other constructs, including "rather party than work" (loading ϭ Ϫ.52), "do anything to avoid being alone" (loading ϭ Ϫ.44), "enjoy immoral and illegal things" (loading ϭ Ϫ.44), "get others to do my work" (loading ϭ Ϫ.46), and "lie to get out of work" (loading ϭ Ϫ.40). This indicates that the opposite end of the typical detachment factor includes not only This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
exhibitionism and entitlement but also a range of manipulative and antisocial traits (cf. Haigler & Widiger, 2001 ). We labeled it detachment vs. narcissism. The fourth dimension appeared as a version of disinhibition versus constraint. At one end, it consisted of "goof off work" (loading ϭ .45), "miss details" (loading ϭ .38), and "fail to complete tasks" (loading ϭ .33) but also "spend time having fun" (loading ϭ .28) and "don't neglect family in favor of work" (loading ϭ .24). It is worth noting, however, that the more positively evaluated items did not exhibit strong loadings, a pattern that also emerged on the basis of the varimax-rotated version of disinhibition. At the other end, loadings included "determined to finish tasks" (loading ϭ Ϫ.58) and "enjoy working hard" (loading ϭ Ϫ.55) but also "work too hard" (loading ϭ Ϫ.61) and "put work ahead of family" (loading ϭ Ϫ.46). Because this factor was the least evaluative in the regular EFA above, it changed little following isolation of evaluation and appears to reflect the same disinhibition versus workaholism factor that emerges when the SNAP's scales are factored in the usual way (Eaton et al., 2011) .
Discussion
We demonstrated that two of the four SNAP personality pathology factors rotated to simple structure-antagonism and negative emotionality-were highly saturated with evaluation and a thirddetachment-was moderately so. Thus, as hypothesized by the DSM-5 PD workgroup (APA, 2013), one end displayed more socially desirable markers than the other end did. However, once the tendency toward evaluation was isolated, the remaining three descriptive factors-which appeared to reflect, respectively, internalizing versus externalizing, detachment versus exhibitionism, and disinhibition versus workaholism-clearly evidenced socially undesirable behavior at both ends of the factors, in line with Widiger's (2011a Widiger's ( , 2011b prediction.
Bipolar maladaptivity also emerges to some extent when the SNAP scales are factored in the usual way (e.g., see Eaton et al., 2011) . This may be because the SNAP assesses maladaptive behavior at both ends of extraversion (i.e., exhibitionism/entitlement and detachment) and both ends of disinhibition versus constraint (i.e., disinhibition/impulsivity and workaholism/propriety), dovetailing with Widiger and colleagues' (Haigler & Widiger, 2001; Lowe et al., 2009 ) approach of developing maladaptive items designed to tap otherwise positively evaluated traits. Furthermore, in developing the SNAP, Clark (1993) explicitly required that items correlate more strongly with their own scale than with Negative Temperament (cf. Tellegen et al., 2003) , thus partially controlling the evaluative component in the instrument in its development.
Nonetheless, the statistical method of controlling evaluation also has a drawback. To the extent that the items inherently contain evaluative content, the later emerging factors represent whatever these items would assess if evaluation were removed from them, which can be difficult to conceptualize. What does it mean to know-but not to evaluate-that a person self-reported as a juvenile delinquent, having done many illegal things and not caring a whit what anybody else thinks? The alternative, of course, is to ignore the role of evaluative variance and interpret the items at face value, with the downside that it becomes difficult to discern if the item was endorsed because it actually described an overt behavioral tendency or simply because it sounded negative.
Study 3
Our aim in Study 3 was to develop an inventory that isolated evaluation at the time of measurement, with the hypothesis that no general evaluative factor would emerge (cf. Bäckström, Björklund, & Larsson, 2009) and that a multivariate analysis would reveal inverse relations among traits. We hoped to demonstrate further that evaluative item content is at the root of the unipolar scales of the DSM-5 and other such trait models.
Method
Participants. The sample consisted of 1,514 University of Virginia undergraduate students. After examining the distribution of missing responses (participants received a missing score on items if they prematurely exited the study), we excluded 58 participants (Ͻ4%) with more than 20 missing observations, rendering a total of 1,456 observations. After inspecting the distribution of nonusage of the ticker on the Sliderbar Inventory (described below), we additionally opted to exclude 206 participants (ϳ14%) who left it untouched on more than 20 items. This rendered a total of 1,250 individuals (63% women).
2 The mean age was 18.8 years (SD ϭ 1.2).
Instrument: The Sliderbar Inventory. The newly developed Sliderbar Inventory 3 consisted of 77 items based on the DSM-IV-TR (APA, 2000) PD criteria described in Study 1 along with pairs of adaptive markers tapping the same trait. For each of the 77 items, there were four markers balanced for evaluation and descriptive content (cf. Peabody, 1967) , placed on a single continuum. The maladaptive markers were at the extremes, and the adaptive markers were in the middle. Thus, each trait included markers ranging from low trait and maladaptive, to low trait and adaptive, to high trait and adaptive, to high trait and maladaptive. Participants slid a ticker that started in the center on every item along this continuum using the mouse cursor and placed it where it best described their behavior (see Figure 1 for an example).
An A third item, describing (in)dependency, included response options After ending a relationship, I quickly enter a new one to avoid feeling lonely; After an important relationship ends, it feels good to establish a new one; I don't mind being single after a relationship ends; and After a relationship ends, I am unable to enter a new one for a long time. Items were presented in randomized order, as was the direction of the responses for each item so that neither end consistently represented a particular end of a trait (e.g., all introversion markers on the left side).
Results
Influence of the general factor: Omega-hierarchical. To examine the hypothesis that the responses to the 77 items were not influenced by a general factor, we computed omega-hierarchical (Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel, & Li, 2005) , which represents the percentage of the item correlation matrix accounted for by the general factor. Formally, it is described as
where h represents omega-hierarchical, ⌳ represents the loading on the general factor for item i, and R ij represents the correlation between items i and j. ⌳ was derived by first extracting four oblique factors as suggested by a scree plot (Cattell, 1966) and replicable factors (Everett, 1983) and then extracting one higher order factor based on the factor intercorrelations. The higher order factor was then transformed to load on the items rather than the lower order factor using a Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation.
After this transformation, omega-hierarchical equaled .14. 4 To put this value in perspective, note that Revelle and Wilt (2013) calculated the mean omega-hierarchical across several cognitive ability studies at .74 and across several personality studies at .37. They concluded that whereas covariation among intelligence items appears quite dominated by a general factor, such is not the case for personality. In relation to these numbers, an omega of .14 is quite low, indicating that the Sliderbar Inventory data were not dominated by a general factor.
Multivariate analysis: Cluster analysis. Next, we proceeded to examine the multivariate structure of the inventory with the hypothesis that it would evidence inverse relations among maladaptive traits. We opted to apply a K-means cluster analysis rather than EFA because (a) this instrument was developed to measure a wide assortment of issues with which individuals may struggle, rather than specific dimensions of personality pathology; (b) we had not engaged in any deletion of potential cross-loading items to clean up the factor solution; and (c) we had not omitted items that evidenced low correlations with other items (i.e., items with low communalities). K-means is a type of cluster analysis that aims to minimize variance within clusters while maximizing variances between clusters. Because K-means does not take inverse relations among items into account (i.e., two items correlated at Ϫ1.0 would end up in different clusters), we analyzed the absolute correlation matrix. Before summing the items into scales and computing coefficient alpha of the test scores, we conducted a principal component analysis on items belonging to the same cluster and reversed those with negative loadings.
We extracted the number of clusters that generated greater between-cluster variance compared with within-cluster variance, which occurred after 15 clusters were fitted. The sample size of these clusters ranged from two through nine, with coefficient alphas ranging from .19 to .82. However, after excluding the cluster with the lowest coefficient alpha, the subsequent lowest alpha was .56, which is more acceptable. The cluster with the low reliability of .19 consisted of nine items, which were excluded from subsequent analyses.
Cluster interpretation. Because the Sliderbar Inventory items include descriptors at both ends of any given item, the clusters are inherently bipolar. Therefore, we describe both poles of each cluster (see the supplemental materials for a complete view of which items belonged to which cluster). The first cluster, labeled secretive/indiscrete, included items that described privacy and secretiveness versus expressiveness and indiscretion. The second cluster, labeled irresponsible/perfectionist, included items that described irresponsibility and sensation-seeking versus risk aversion and perfectionism. The third cluster, labeled aggressive/ submissive, described assertiveness and aggressiveness versus agreeableness and submissiveness. The fourth cluster, labeled extraversion/introversion, described a preference for solitude and social isolation versus sociability and clinginess. The fifth cluster, labeled suspicious/gullible, described skepticism and suspicious- This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
ness versus trust and naivety. The sixth cluster, labeled arrogant/ inferior, described pride and arrogance versus humility and inferiority. The seventh cluster, labeled anxiously attached/dismissive, described the tendency engage in behaviors that retained the company of others and worry about abandonment versus lack of worry about abandonment and indifference to having others around. The eighth cluster, labeled negative affect/restricted affect, described emotional reactivity and mood swings versus emotional stability and restricted affect. The ninth cluster, labeled psychopathy/guilt, described independence and selfishness versus selflessness and guilt. The 10th cluster, labeled odd/conformist, described being unique and odd versus conventionality and conformity. The 11th cluster, labeled narcissist/self-effacing, described a desire for status and preoccupation with admiration versus modesty and selfeffacement. The 12th cluster, labeled schizoid/dependent, described independence and social detachment versus feeling socially connected and interpersonal dependence. The 13th cluster, labeled self-conscious/imperturbable, described being reserved and shy versus interpersonal confidence and stolidity. The 14th cluster, labeled thin-skinned/indifferent, described concern with others' opinions and worry over criticism versus self-assuredness and indifference. Cluster covariation. Because the scoring direction for each cluster was arbitrary as there were maladaptive descriptors at both ends of any given item, the clusters themselves could not be used to examine the bipolar hypothesis. Instead, we examined correlations among the clusters to test the hypothesis that there would be inverse relations among maladaptive traits, which would indicate a bipolar structure, akin to the nonevaluative SNAP factors. The intercorrelations among the clusters are displayed in the lower triangle (reliability-corrected correlations are in the upper triangle) of Table 4 , with reliabilities of the test scores in the diagonal. As hypothesized, high scores on particular clusters made individuals less likely to experience some problems, akin to the bipolar nonevaluative SNAP factors. Secretiveness was positively related to suspiciousness, schizoid temperament, and self-consciousness but inversely related to extraversion. Arrogance was positively related to aggressiveness and narcissism but inversely related to selfconsciousness. Negative affect was positively related to being thin-skinned but inversely related to arrogance. In sum, when evaluation was isolated at the time of measurement, the clusters evidenced inverse relations, indicating that maladaptive markers exist at both ends of trait continua.
General Discussion
The DSM-5 model of personality traits includes five broad dimensions, four of which describe maladaptive behavior at only one end, the exception being disinhibition versus rigid perfectionism (APA, 2013). Widiger (2011a Widiger ( , 2011b , however, has argued for more general recognition that extreme emotional stability, agreeableness, and so on, can be problematic. We believe that evaluation is at the core of this issue and that most personality inventories blend evaluative and descriptive variance in unknown proportions. Study 2 demonstrated that once variance attributable to a general tendency toward negative self-evaluation was isolated statistically, the remaining factors displayed maladaptive traits at both ends of trait continua. In Study 3, we used a response format that made it difficult to answer questions on the basis of their perceived valence, and results also demonstrated that traits evidenced inverse relations.
General Factor of Evaluation
Perhaps the most striking result from our studies was that valence was the best predictor of item endorsement, as evidenced by the general factor consisting of items of opposite descriptive content. Although the general factor does not appear to tap a consistent way of behaving, thinking, and feeling, it will most likely relate to other types of behavior of similar valence (e.g., Block, 1965; Simms, Yufik, & Gros, 2010) but without great discriminatory power other than general negativity. That is, because all personality disorders are negatively evaluated, all load in the same direction on this factor (Hopwood et al., 2011) , rendering it a good discriminator from the lack of psychopathology but a poor discriminator among different forms of psychopathology (cf. Note. Coefficient alphas appear in the diagonal. Italics indicate the direction the cluster was scored in. Correlations based on raw data appear in the lower triangle. Reliability-corrected correlations appear in the upper triangle. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. Morey, Gunderson, Quigley, & Lyons, 2000; Morey et al., 2002; Ormel et al., 2013) . Because of its unique property of being a good predictor but poor discriminator, there are advantages to measuring it separately from content-based factors (cf. Hopwood et al., 2011; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; Saucier, 1994; Tellegen et al., 2003) . Given that the evaluative dimension does not appear to measure a consistent behavioral style, it is important to explore further what it does measure. One general possibility is that the evaluative dimension functions as a kind of sociometer (Leary, 1999) , gauging how well individuals manage to approach their relevant goals (cf. Carver & Scheier, 1998; Larsen, 2000) . Indeed, one perspective on personality pathology is that extreme scores on personality dimensions hinder individuals from accomplishing basic life tasks, such as forming intimate relationships, developing careers, and establishing a sense of identity (APA, 2013; Livesley & Jang, 2005) . To the extent that extreme scores on nonevaluative traits-in either direction-slow or halt progress toward these basic life tasks, one might expect that individuals would feel bad and endorse a higher frequency of negatively evaluated items regardless of content.
Nonevaluative Factors and Bipolarity
This study suggests that many investigations may end up with a unipolar perspective because of factor-analytic rotational choices based on evaluation-unbalanced inventories. Isolating the tendency to endorse items on the basis of their perceived valence generated factors that clustered adaptive and maladaptive descriptors at both ends of continua. Nonevaluative scales may better approximate overt behavior because they are free from the tendency to endorse items simply on the basis of their valence.
There is some evidence that the positively evaluated end of traits (e.g., C, PA, and emotional stability) relate to potentially problematic outcomes, particularly when examining non-self-report data, which may be less confounded with evaluation. For example, with regard to high C, young individuals who completely abstained from marijuana or other drugs were perceived by others as emotionally constrained and lacking social skills (Shedler & Block, 1990; cf. Krueger et al., 1994; cf. Zabelina, Robinson, & Anicha, 2007) . Likewise, although extraversion and its close ally PA are generally considered adaptive (Zelenski et al., 2013) , a growing literature indicates that PA pertains to aggressive behavior (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009; Coan & Allen, 2004; Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1998) . Furthermore, although emotional stability is generally treated as an adaptive trait, Widiger (2011a) argued that excessive stability may relate to antisocial tendencies (Cleckley, 1955; Patrick, Bradley, & Lang, 1993) .
We suggest the bipolar, nonevaluative dimensions are useful in explaining these findings. Strengths do not come without weaknesses, and it may be situations that ultimately determine whether a trait is adaptive versus maladaptive (Penke, Denissen, & Miller, 2007) ; that is, the degree of fit between a trait and a situation may be important in judging trait (mal)adaptiveness (cf. Assouline & Meir, 1987) . For example, children high in negative emotion appear to suffer the most from poor child-rearing practices but also benefit the most from good child-rearing practices (Belsky, Bakermans-Kranenburg, & van IJzendoorn, 2007) . This viewpoint is different from the way most personality inventories are designed, which tend to cluster positively evaluated content at one trait end and negatively evaluated content at the other (Goldberg, 1992) , leading one to believe that particular traits are always maladaptive (Lahey, 2009) . In contrast, we suggest that there is some degree of bipolarity to most, if not all, traits in terms of both their adaptive and their maladaptive qualities.
Limitations and Future Directions
Our study-like much personality research-relied exclusively on self-report data, with its obvious limitations. Other-report data are also affected by evaluation, although less than self-report data are (e.g., Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1989) ; moreover, considerably less is known about this phenomenon, compared with in self-report data, so additional studies are needed to investigate this further. With regard to the Sliderbar Inventory, we cannot be certain that the extremes were truly opposite in content: The response options may have been opposite only in valence, which drove participants to endorse those options less often. If so, then the resulting multivariate structure would be less interpretable because items of similar content would not necessarily cluster. Although it appeared that items clustered with other items of similar content, the response options could be refined further. Last, the current study only developed and investigated the internal structure of inventories. Future studies are needed to examine how well evaluation and nonevaluative dimensions predict relevant and important outcomes (cf. Hopwood et al., 2011) .
Conclusion
Do maladaptive behaviors exist at one or both ends of trait dimensions? We argue that once an evaluation dimension is isolated, maladaptive markers emerge at both ends of trait continua. These nonevaluative traits may better approximate overt behavior and, at moderate levels, either direction on the trait dimensions may proffer adaptive value given the appropriate environment.
